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Verbal and nonverbal patterns cf dcmlnanie in ﬂyaa=
formed fron a group of 72 ccllege studerts determined tc-le sex-type
males, sex-type femalgs, or anaraqynaus individuals were investigated
in the study described in this papét. ‘TLe Eapét first notes proilens -
in recent research on sex differences in cchgunication, presents the
research questiays gquiding the ﬁtuﬂy, 2nd ﬂi veses ‘the fcllaw;gg
taplcs exanined in the study: three afgeci=fcf dcminance (control,
certalnty, and superierity/high status tehaviors), three asgects of
submissiveness (deference, indecision’and ingecurity, amd . :
“approval-seeking), and relationships betueen ccrmunication and
-androgyny. It then describes the procedures, methodé cf dita.
analysis, and. operational definitions cf cues used in +the study and.
‘reports and ‘discusseg results related to each of the topics EXEELHEEL -
Two general ccnclus;ans were dravwn frcc. the ré=u1t (1) nale an T
fenale subjects did not conform. unilaterally tc :teregtyp;e )
. gender~based behaviors Elth regardfto either depinance cr subpissgicn,
and 12) psychological sex ‘and task differences significantly. affected
patterhs of nonverbal behavior on half of tle dependent reasures, A
bibliography, tables of .results, and operational déf;n1t1:nz cfi

behavioral acts are included.. (GE)
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A Iecent area af resaarch faf Egmm, nic ,i schalars 15 male female -

‘y;eﬂmmuﬂigaEiQ§ pattergsi A

erpetsanal cammunicagian expands its o K

¥

'~pu§view:tﬁ;include¥felgﬁianal aﬂd-family ingaraétign, sex=Ielated cammunicative _E

behaviars become. SallEﬂt vatiables fo understanding cgntral and aﬁfeatign
patﬁe:ns, ;ammuﬁicatar style, séelf=- dlsclésure %nd conflict managEmant.

Initial teseatzh in this ‘ared examines sex differences in language usage

S
P

(Lakoff, 1973 Kramer, 1975 Key, 1972), in ccnvetsatlnﬁal patterns (Arles,

1977;v331rd, 1976; Hirschman, 1973), and 1n naﬁverbak bEbaVlDES CHenlay, 1977

| Weitz, 1976; Peterson, 1975)."

Much of this research centers

i~ .
<4 N s

on the w ay 1anguage pat =13 aﬁttibutevta.b

- =

' power and démiﬁanggfdifferences between men and women . As Key (l975) summarlzes,

H

(.

"In thost ccnversatians males domlnate, st0pplng here and there fo: the femala

voice to. fill iﬂ, ask questlnﬂs, give assurance and keep the men gaiﬂg; If a’

woman tfias to add a melcﬂy cf her cwn, often the nan's haad Eutﬁs aWay or- he

5

intefrupts and cantiﬂues his own theme." (p 35) Alzhaugh this EitaLiOn tends

{

to overstate the case, reseafch in ganeral can:urs with Key in that female

M N

f-language is iﬂfericr ‘and male speech is superlgr (Kramer 1974)

~-Critique of - Reéearzh on -Sex Differauces -in Cammunlggtianf‘

Befére we agcept this bleak picture of female EDmmuﬂlCSﬁiGn and befare we
. . R - ‘ = )

recémmend that women imitate the

outr teseafch patad;gms, deve

le more caﬁ%lex designs, and incorporate theoretical

1aﬁguage patterns QE men, we need to rc-examine

perspectives into our invegtlgatiais aﬁ‘maIEEEgmale communication. Perhaps the

embryonic stage of research in this aréa results in False starts, theory- ég

barren investigations and somewhat CQDVEﬂiEﬂt canceptualizaticﬁg of regearch

e S L1nda bkerchcck
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MATERIAL HAS BEEN GERANTED By To THE EDUL mmmm RE % uuRcF_.
|F QRMATION CENTER ([ERIC) AND

Linda L. Putnam USENS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM
— - N o W — — : .
' g2




LR
r

questians, hut at some paint, we. need Lﬂ intiqué cu: pursﬂits agd reassess Gur :

*a i t. S |
e .‘ 'E\L—'.' B
:ggals fcf ﬂéSéafEhf This cgmméntafy,ad,tesses hree objgctiams QG the v R
# o o ‘ R AV
' research EfEﬂdS on male female<cammunicatian. First much Dt EhE TESEafch ‘

J\ltham psych@lagicalg

L.t

sex. This pIactice capitalizes onl a convenient, dichatamaus Vatiable amd gnaras»

.'thé;cgntfaéic;iaﬂs Eha; rgsglt by ggnf@undiﬁg sex alizaﬁi@n issﬁES\with . }\

¢ aﬂétémig\diffEfEnCES; 'Péyahalagical Sexj as Bé 's wark (19?4) de@@ﬂstrates,: { S

',

is best. IEPEESEHEE% Dn a cnntinuum frcm undifferentiated (1ow sexual Ldéntlzyb ;%

. \ ol

"to sex~type (stréggly_ééientad toward- one sexiseiEhEE mésculiﬂé.ﬂfrfémiﬁ%zf)‘ ,:ii,‘!

© to Endfagﬁny (%;@tigg high on bath mascullne and feminine fta t 311.: . o “fv;'
T A second criticism of the research on sex diffétéﬂéés iﬁ_éggguﬁizatian séém$jﬁ-
ffam-divar:ing'ﬁhefbeﬁajéars from Ehé context iniwhié; ghe& ggéuf;, Aﬁlabgénce i

) _ : .’ ‘ " - ': 5 . T . - . i .\\,
of. situatimnsl ccnsﬁrgints in ﬁhe design of an inves:igatlan=perpatuateg

sterecgyplc flndlngs which desemphag;ze the 1ntetactlva or prgcess maturé‘gfg

[

communication. Far instance a number of studies on malenfemale diffefenﬂes

~4in the ambunt”df*intetacgicﬁ, type @f talk (ex@tesSive vérsus iﬂgtr@mEﬂtal)i ver

_ eye contact pa{terns, and leadership styles (Baird 1976 Meeket aﬂd Weltzelﬁ

v .
LA,

0'Neill, 1977; Ar125; 1977; Strudtbeck’and Mann 1956) are deftved Eram graup
H N L ) ) /
interactions where #Srigbles“such.as statusg;réle, norms may affacg interaction.
Tﬁ,effegg,;crggsEsexfgfaupé ﬁa§'cén§tituta é*unique setting féfrmale=femaLg' e
‘ ~ dialogue in that both ééxes become mézéffépréaéﬁtatlve of their saglal sex-. i '
¢ ' ce
fﬂlE—*ESpEEiEllY 1f the number Df women~ Ti gfuup is disprnpnrticﬁata to the .,
number .of men (Kantér— 1977) A ?L;““i“"! o
Aries (1977) Suppﬂrts thé cantention that groups constitute a uniqﬁe et

. “ situation for cross sex intefsztien; She found that men were more serious,

, T

tense and'selfﬂcanscibus, eﬁgagéé in 1eés_graczi¢al joking, and were more

téiﬁativé of’ féelings in cr 0oss-sex as opposed to samé sex groups. In Mabry's

@’ bl

s . S ‘ RS ¢
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“(1976) Gn cf@ss—sex laadarless gncﬂunter gfa Ps, wamen had an ﬁvefalL

|

-
M

\uggesti@ns, npiniéns and

) imfarmaﬁian thaﬂ did men, and they dize:ted mDIEg,a pgnsgs'ta QEhEE,Wﬁmen A

\ M Y
AN Y u
i \ :athE(\.héﬁ tE man 1n fheégg?up Mgbry attributed ‘hese atypical Eiﬁdings to

Y situati@nal caﬁstraiﬁts such as the ambigulty of the\

&,
. 4 Y
A -

N SRR
S :atig gf wamEn tg mea, and the dacentralized role stf\

Eask the Siﬁ to faur'

cture in’ the gznups.
S, \ o

Similarly, a Ea;lufe to incafpcfate sex of the fe pandent into 't
\ . LA

he reseafch :

It B s

T ﬂgdei Qéy c@nfauﬁd findlngs on male—female cammun;catinxl Wezts Clg?é)

j'  %QESEIVEd that §Dnverba1 cues in lﬁﬁéfa&tlﬁ“—ﬁﬂr'gii £rom th e faspmndenﬁs :
£ ’ \ . - \ . -

e, o

as well as @he senders hdiSpDEltIDnE- Both EEEE*EEK aﬁd i;ass—sez c@mmuni:atars

Iegazded mala paﬁtﬂers w;th 11beral sexqro e attitudés as armer Ehaﬂ those
i . R 2
° 4 : it

‘7_with traditi@nal saxarala attltudesﬁs MDIEDVSE, wamén muﬂitaféa their nGnVErEal

! t

| behavﬂbrs ta%é%% the CDEmuﬂlEEEDt style af thair male paitners._ Wameu in this

fhsﬁuéy~§ere nanverbally more Subm1551va with mcre daminant male pattners aﬂd

!mDnVEfbally nore. 3amiﬁﬁgiff1th subm1551ve mala‘partnefs SR - \r-#
) A thifd critlgism of - reéeraah én maIEQEEEale :Dmmuﬁigatién centers on

‘—rtbe thegretlcai LSSumpﬁrans which impllcitly underglré téSEaf;h quesﬁL

A reseatghef s thearatiﬂal pezgpectlve is often embedded in the réSearch

qugati@ns ha/she pDEé Ly in thﬁ défiﬂitiDﬂ of :ancepts he/sha usas, in the -

f methmds gnd prac&durés of the gtudy, and in the l@gus or place whére communiﬂatinn

Much of the research on sex difféféﬂces aperates frnm the pSy:hclcgi:al

" perspective (Fisher, 1978) in that it attributes d;fﬁerenge; in commuriication

3

BRI S

, QEEUISQ-

_ﬁa the ccgnitive géd affective makEnqp af ‘the CDmmUﬁiEétQﬁS as determlned by

their Sex—g;eraatyped roles (See9 for example, Mcﬂlllan,ﬁet al., 1977; Siéglet

——
L

and Siagletg 1976 Baird, 1976) Even. scma @f the mare current research: which
. e

manipulaié lan guage ko f1t SEK*DfiEDtEd patterns, treatiﬂg sgx—bssed 1anguage

oL

a8 aqﬁindependent rather than dependent measure, follows ;hig graditiénsL

: Stimulusﬁrespﬂnsej,qgasiscausal psycholagicai nodel (Eetryman and CGK,}JB?&)- o
[t] ’ . ) . - QI . ! N N s

o




Although some investigators eede verbal and nonverbal atts and

éetermine differences in frequeneyiif cués between males and females

(Duneen end Fiek 19?7 - Zimmerman end Weet, 19753 Ariee,'1977), few have

' empleyed systems theary ef infermetien pf cessin ng m dels ee theeretieel

framewefks- In fact, reeeerehefe typieelly fely on 5exaeteratype patterns

as ex pleﬁegi ns fer intetpreting their flndinge, thue, Whéﬂ cemmunieetiﬁn

Eeheviare eaﬂetitute the locue of reeeefeh sex diffefeaeee in Jntereetipﬁ

/ are eeuelly ettfiﬁuged to PSYChﬂlﬁgiC al traits of the indiVidgal i E”

/
/

1

=

.Purpose of this Research

+
: 1

ettitudee,;fele eceielieeelen, pereenelity An exeeptien-ta this ttend is

Eman and Meyers' (1978) inveetigetieﬂ of eeg?ideetity and Jlanguage use

=

from the symbolic interaction PEESPEEtiVE; C - B

This paper is a progress report on a multi-stage investigation to examine

P

;the verbal and nonverbal patterns of dominance in sex-type male, see%type

femele and endregyﬂaue dyedei In its iﬂitiel design, they study represents

a departure , from previgus research on sex dlffefeneee inifeu: ways: 1) 1t

preeeede from a eentipgeney medel,ef communication and focuses on behavioral

i

acts and simultaneous’cues as indices of an individual's adaptation to task .

and to pertner in the\eemﬁunleatite eituetieﬁ; 2) it manipulates task type

:sueh Ehet eeeh eubgeet “works With “the same partner on “two different types of

‘tasks; 3) 1t meqipulete &@ th gender beeed eed peyehelogieelly based sex, %%

and 4) it ettempts, the@feti ally afid emplrleallyj to establish a multi ~level

. =
ra . -
pertieuler clusters of vérbal and nonverbal <§ee,\

defiﬂition of &emiﬁenee E;sed on iﬂﬁeemediate concepts which encompass

These g el =hewever, apply to a mulﬁi etege a

rlysie of the deEe*}

celleeted for this inveetigetian rathet then te tbe putpeeee of this

particular paper. -This progress report feeueee on significen diffe?enees )

&

in nenﬁerbellend_verbel acts for psychological sex, gender, dyed, and task.

o s e

N .‘ . _ . ‘:E -
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Iﬁ this pape: we examine cues'as’ diSEfEEE behavigral.unité; . The pattiﬁﬁlﬁk
. A5 b
o - - , SR U

v resaatgh questions which guide this rapﬂft are! e |
li What. verbal and ncnverbal indices cf daminance distinguish sex=type. ;‘\
maies, sex-type females and sndrcgynaus individuals dufiﬁg\thﬁ? a .
interactian on a masculine aﬁd on a- feminlme task? ' B

.
S . 2. What is the Effect of dyad or partﬁer assignment on the typ,s QE
“damiﬁance caes enacted during the two tasks? e

3. What isfthe effect of gender of subject on the. Eypes of dcmiﬁgki;
* " ‘behaviors used while lnte:act;ng on the two tasks? R

' i ' R A
The Daminange—gubmisslveness LitgfatuféﬂiPéttEfﬂS 'in Male and Fémalggﬁgmmumicgtién

— — = o w = , i 7

) Asﬂa cammunicatlan cancept, d@minan:e is a multl—fécetéd varlable

Cancé*t"’l defi ,itiana of thig term range’ fram dontrol, s*pg ity"bgtatus,'

-l._

'assymetrlc infiuence manlpulatlon of athers, Leadefshlp béhav1ors, intimldatian,

Eampetit1v2ﬂess (Sea Maacﬂby and Jaaklin, 1974 Argyle, 97@ Heniéy,\l%??

_uu

Knotts and Drcst, 1969) . Marecver, the tendency tD ccnfnund dominanca as a
w N
personality trait with dam;uant behaviors, and with motivés fér Eﬁhlbltlng these
. behav;ars further complicates Eﬁe B?af dEVElelﬁg a Eramewark fnr the study

) 5

af‘this constroct.
In the'literéture on se¥ difféfences in gammunicatlmﬂ; daminamte is

;, K éféatéd asiéjdime%éicn @f'zcmﬁunigaﬁmr style (Nortan and.Warnick 1976), as .

a critical factor in relationship definition (Millar and Raggrs,.IQTE, Ellls,'.

1976), as a'PEISOnaliﬁy ﬁtalt which afkacts floor hﬂldlng and 1n§erruptian

) behaviér (Rogers and JDHES, 1975), as a personality variable which affezts

. 1§adership and group satigfacticﬁ (Verby, 1975; Rosenfeld and Fowler, 1976;
§

_Megafgea, "1969; Bartal 1974), as béhaviars which contr@l the interaction . -

W

process (Matkel Long and Saiﬂe, 1976), as opinion 1eaders and influential

sources (Richmand and HcCraskey, 1975), "and as linquistlc patterns, syntacﬁic

and ﬂDﬂVEfbal cues which reflect social status aﬂd .the axetcise of
S Lo L
power (Wood, 1966; Henley and Thorne; 1977; Bernard, 1973). :

“ stfuctures?
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This investigation cénters op the communicative behaviors which dominate |
y : i ) - ) “"

it focuses on-three éatégﬂfiég N

= L = £
. 5,

which subsuma behavioral indi;es of dcmiﬂance; 1) cgntrolling behavior .

. .
or ﬁDntf@l the interaction. pracass. As suchr

2) cértainty behavinfs, and SupEfiDIity—hlgh status cues and on thrae

3

categories of submissiveness: 1) deference reipcnses, 2) indegisiv ness and
insecurity responses, and 3)- appraval seekiﬂg behaviors.

Although the six cagegcries encampass a number éf verbal and nanvarbal

. [f :
cues,'the béhav;or2 diSQussed in this féVlEW are thase which fESEafCthS

#

1

fr quen;ly repart as dEtEfmiﬂants of daminaﬂcE\an& as. dlgcriminatars batwaem

ale and femala dﬂmiﬂaﬂt behaviars-’ Thase 51x categcrles prVLdé a cénceptual
, . . )

elassiflaatian system for - examiniﬂg daminant behavidrs; that is, they functicn

,31 ° - =

as intéfmédiate—1§§21 cancepts whlch link mclecular behaviors to a more abstract

construct. The #;ténglES, hovever, are not négessarlly discreté S

© DOMINANCE -~ v

ol Behaviors. CDﬂthl refers to the ccmmunicatlve behaviors which féscrict
) . . ‘L !

Contr

A the type, direatian, frequenﬂy, and amount of i ol
Y, y o
: 1 interruptions
- %

« are three gués which fESEaEChETS traditi@nally asggciata with dominance.

Lengtb,af speaklng, frEquenEy of speaking,‘snd number of Euccgssfu

In

addition, these cues difféféntiaﬁé bétween maéguline and femininé behaviors.

Melzer, Marris, Hayes (1972) treat lnterfupticns as acts af dmminaﬂce-ﬂ A

u.

prapanderance af fesearch Supp ts the ﬁantentian that men speak more thEﬂ aﬂd '

Kramer, and Clark, 1975?*Eiﬁschman,

z

at greater 1engﬁh than women do (Hilpert,

©1973; Baird, 1976; Aries, 1977)

In contrast, other investigations report that females employ longer talk -
turns than do males and that interruptions and frequency of interac¢tion are mot .

'siganftantlyrlinked tcﬁééx differéﬂaes (Markel, et. al., 1976; Rogers ,and’ Jones, -
1975; and Mabry, 1§76);\ |

i A

s

. o =
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Do Certainty Resg@nsas_ Male ;ammunicaﬁién syles, ‘as some researchers Dbsetwe,
. ) 5 - A -.—/‘ A . - ] .
{, ~depict an air of ceftainty and EElf— ',dence;' Males use more abSQLUtE verbs, . -
' ' S @ ¥
, more swear wards, declafative sente ces aﬂd exclsmatary expressions than do S

- females (Miller and %ﬂift, L977 Gilley gnd Summérg, lS?D), malés speak in

kS

laud 1aw=pitched vaicas which carples nore auth@rity thap the high*pitched
, tanesrcé’femalas CHgnnasges,V197§);'maLes stare into the eyes of others when }
tﬁéﬁ'argﬁe for an idgé (Elené, 1965‘ Henley, 1977), aﬁd maleg~réinfo§;e'ﬁﬁeir»= SQ\

verbal firmness by u51mg palntlng, :lcsed fist, and Ethplﬁg gestures CPEEE%EGD:

19753 Henley and Thorne, 1977) T . R
‘ Supériafit -— High Status,Bahaviggs, Caes which caﬂveyﬁan'aif of superdority’
_ _ <P
aﬂﬂ high status are frquEﬂtI?rperﬂeiveé as d@minaﬂt behavlars Iﬂ psz ular,'
con al af greater territory and persanal space are asgacia;e§ with damiﬁan:e and .
high‘status for both primates “and human beings: . Similarly, open body positions
! ] . : : _ . ' "
and widespread gestures cdnsume more territory and connoté high status., Just --
— ~

'”{l~asfsupéfiar5'cpnvey status with ‘their body pQSiticnjgéhey'feinféfge this_
acgmfgrt and Secufity by gazing away from the speaker§ by feeling ffaegio k?vada : (J

’ anather s tar:itary, and dy ir itlaﬁing touch. : o E , ﬁ

Men signal 7 EiI superisrity and status over females by thelr EQﬂtrDl of
more _spacial terfitnry, by their tendgn:y to appraach females closer in physicai o
= —_— e N - i g e e e

dis ta%ce than they do males, by their use af expans ive gestureg and' chin

stréking,;} self-adaptors ; by‘a téla;ad'apen_bgdy posture; and by their habit

1

7
Byrne, 1975). Also, men are more likely than women to express superiority

1974:

__of touching females mote than!females touch males (Mehrabian, 1972; Fi

through verbal teasing, joking and one upsmanship games (Kramer,

Hirschman, 1973). ~ - . o
SUBMISSIVENESS '

Anathe:’érablam with research on sex differences and domipance is a-
A . f" X . R

tendency to treat submissiveness as the antithesis of dominance.  Thus, when

Al




* women Engsge in apptgval seeking, researthérs judge this pattern as a

J

-‘Defer née Eebavlars ' Women tend to deféf interagtiﬁn byHEEfSlng talk g

- . ' . LI . . -
T - M Co : o : "
. . . . [

N a

/ : z
. .

submissive behaviﬁr begause it 15 a ccmpliant act rather than an attémpt -

T

Ea-damiugte the i 'aéﬁiﬂﬁa. We contend that damiﬂant behaviats and

-“submissive respg es are mnot. dichatamcus Aacts nor are they bi—pﬂlar éppnsitesg

Yet, siﬁgé the 1iteratﬁre;treats them as nppasites, we decided to iﬁclude'_,‘
ot sl VD
)

submissive verbal and ﬂanvarbal cues into the Scape of this study, e .
=5 B . . . . s . :
r ,f '

H

when men iﬁtéfrupt (HEﬂley aﬂd iynrne, 1977), by u51ng.mcra questiuns énd more

' / oy A
'tag questian5 than men do CSieg er a d iegler, 1975 ﬁcHillian, et. al;; 197732

by Elabaratiﬂg on the uttgraﬁacas of others rather than 1nitlating nev 13535 g

s y -
territory CEVans and Héward, 1973).- ’ -

_Tndec;slve and _ Insacufe RESPSHSE Language pattergs of women suppﬂrt the Eélief

LY

that women hesitate, épgl@gizg and disparage theif own staﬁémEﬂtS more than

men do (Henley and Ihéfné, 1977)i Moreover, women convey a 1inquiétiéLstylé’ Coo

. of iﬁdEEi§ivéneSS thfough the use of quallflers, 1nccmplete sentences,

=il

“hair. These adaptive behsviars differ frgm the mare dgmlnant thn sﬁlcking

»
hypefbale%, and disjaiﬂted syntacﬁlc llnks between ideas (Lakaff 1973 Kramer, ..

T

1974). Rgsearzh also shows thst verbal patterns of’ uﬂcertainty are: EELnfcrced

by nanvarbal indizes nf insecurlty, e, g;, eyé aversian, increased reliance on bf'

+ . -

guch adapﬁiVE cues as to hiﬁg ;lathlng,fldgetlng’w1th hands, and stfaklﬂg

4

and foot’ ﬂbvements used more freq§engly by men (Eaklns and Eakiﬁs Henley, IB?Z)E“é;%M

Agpraval Seaking Behavicrs Cues which ExPEESs pasitive agtitudes, [ smiiiﬁg,”

eye cnﬂtact whilewlistening, back chanﬁels and- head neds are asscciated with.
' 1Y

&

female behavior. esearch on sex differEﬁﬁes'in épprgval seeking cues generall%t

supports theEE sex SLefeatypa(assumptians (Rnaenfeld 1965) Efran and

- Bfeughtgn (1968) demansﬁratécfhat people seek more eye ccntact from thase wham

2




-

= N

s thEY want apprgval

e hys, when vomen look at the speaker more then and . _

fD 1 onge f p figds than men do,. rESEarchEESEancludé that this behavigr is

£

- an spp:uval seekiﬁg as well as a faédback mgnitnriﬁg gés;uIEj(Libby,.197D;-
. o

] B
. f . —_
'

Egline Grsy and Schuatte, 1965) -
Hénley and Thorne (1977) refet ta“the smilé-as Ehe womar's badge of

. appeasement. The Smilar they cantand‘ is a fequirement of a woman's social

pusitian and a gesturé of submlss;an and inequality. - Women tand ﬁo'émile

&

mote frequentlykthan men when Lﬁfy gfeet an DppDSltE sex. pe:son, when they

canverse with'acqualntan 5, and when they are seeklﬂg apprcval fram

annther Persan (SllVelra, 1972 Rasenfeld '1966) . In like manner, wWOmen
1augh mgTre ffequently and harder than men do and _use more gestlculations

~in app:oval seeking situstians ‘than do Eheir male caunterparts. (Rosenfeld
F )

: E & : . L v )

1 1966; Coser, 1960) , S - | ot ’

. Tha Evidéﬂﬂé on head nods and on back® chgnnels, the ve:bal equlvalence

af hgad ﬁads is less cgﬂcluslve qu tein, et al. (1971) report that males

eusefmﬁte pasitlve head n@ds than females do, but females employ more eye

I3

‘ﬂé,t, Althaggh bcth sexes use back channels to strcke the 1lstener,_
. - e '

e ' women emplay threa timas as many ''mmhmm" commeﬁts as men dc. - Both seXes

L

use r;ght ""yeah" '335" t@ an Equal-extent-(ﬂirschman, 1973)@ Such

differences-in appraval seeking strategies may seem trival but Eakin and

Eakin (19?8) argue that right" and "yeah‘ signal that the llStEﬂEf wants:

T~Wﬂﬁfﬁ%ﬂf?i%%“i{ﬂﬂ:speaking £En while M implies ccntimued 1istening behavicr.

. '
L -

= B ﬂﬂlé

AdeQgYny is a cancept Bem emplays ta des:rlbe indiv1duals who Exemplify

4

) . ibcth masc;line aﬁd feminine attfibutes.v Pfiar tc tha develoPment of Bem s

=
=

Séx Role Inventcry, social gciéntist traated masculinlty feminity as’a bi- .

T ak

fpalaf, unidimEnsional construct. The BSRI in cgntrast, allaws respondents

*

e L ta score high on one or-both scales and low on one or both scales. Bem repafts

y .. T S L - T . .




; that appra'iﬂ*

;chrgd high on. bcth scales

- andrggynaus females repDIE less :cmmunicatian appfehensian than sex-type

accgptanzezaf Ethers thanv éa segatyﬁe and undiffarentiated individuals

.sézatype femalés and undifferent;at&d in&iv;duals use fémiﬂiﬂé 1anguage

v

T

. f . . .
In five predictive vaLidity gtudiea on the’ instfumgnt Eém regarts that .

andrngyncus 1ndivid l» res p*nd-appropfiately tc both'masculinE'aﬁd feminine

ask aﬂd fEEdily adapt the ir behaviars tg ‘meet the demands Df the i uatian,
while sexstype males and. femalés, SubjECtS who score high on one scale but‘

law on the other,afe leas ggElelE and more restrictive in fesponding to

e

F

diverse situations. . L 7 : .

Récént'rgsearch on thé-félatianships between gémmunicati@n énd.andtégyny

.damanstrates that andragyny i3 a medlating Vatlable in attitude Qhange

»(Mbnﬁgcmery and Burgagﬁ, l977), that feminine and. aﬁdragynaus subjects are

-

more ﬂanverbally res p i?E in a role!taking interv;ew (Bem, lB?j)f that

- fenales (Gfaénblact, Haﬁenauer, and Ergimqth;il977); that andragynaus -

- . i . ) .-

individuals demonstrate highér levels of' self-esteem, selfsaccepﬁaﬁca and E

- similar épp:aaghes in adapting their 1anguage to fit the situation WhllE

patterns across si;uaticﬁé (Eman and Meyefs? 1978);E39d that sexﬁtype males

engage in controlling verbal behaviors while g@;Qtypevfemalés émﬁlay

tel ly 3@/ Df the, 555 subjécts ingluded in her narmative Sample . |

1

‘Jsubmissive :Dmmuniggginﬂ strategies (Pa;tan,rjasnaski and Skerchnck 1978)

Eradictian i
.
m th

his eview of relewant literature, it is predicted that sexstype

bmales will Exhibit mafe vafbsL and nanverbal control behaviars, Eertainty

© responses, and_§up2fiarity behaaiQE§ than will se ype females. In contrast,

sexétypé females will empigy mnore deference Eehaviérs, indecisive-insecure

' responses, and'appfbvaieseékiﬁg bahaviors than will seﬁatj%e males.




: them were eiﬁgle, end meje:ed 1n one f four eeeu?etieﬁel fields:

Queetienﬁelree were rﬂteted~eyetem tica ly to eantral fer ‘order effects

‘ Ihe tasks represented eee=etereetypie E@nvefsatianal eppiee. (Henley eﬂd

: ';T;l"xf.srﬁej 1977; Aries, 1977). 1In the maaeeline teek ~subjects plenned a

4 . : . i . = i
- B 1 . =

P A .
. - u - ] IR

' ;Andreeyneue eubjeete'Will-veryftHeir verbal and nonverbal cues to fit the

' task demands and communication style Of their paxthers. o

5 s . = .
. . i
¥ L]

Preeedufee I B ' v . ,

;Sub'eete. Ihe initiel subjeet peel eeneieted ef 423 students: frem upper

- N 3 .
I §

: divieien eemmunieetion eleeees at Purdue UnivereiEy. St idénts renged iﬂ _

o ege ffem,lB te 35‘ 235 bf them were melee and iﬁjvwere:femelee;-meet ef’f

i

agriculture, engineering, business, or eemmunieati _ Seventy=-two

&

eubjeete frem this initiel peel eempleﬁed the experimental teeke} '

sHethode.;eIn etege one af zhie experiment, QZB egbgee:s ,ple ed t gé
Ben BSRI, a demographie sarvey end the Rheterieel Seneit1vit$58eeie

\

in eemplet;tg the fefme 0n the &emegrephie survey, subjects eDEWeeed

' queetione ‘on ege ma:itel status, EajEE,VBQEuPatlﬂﬂal preferenee,

educational 1eve1, supervisory expefienee, number of brothers, number of

A

B eieeefeg type of family, head ef.hﬂueeheld, position in. family, mother's

¥ ‘

occupation, mother's educatiof and father's education. .
P _ _ cat: .

- -

In the second stage, thirty-six androgynous euﬁjeete (18 males and

18 femelee) and thirty-six eexﬁtype eubjeete (iS‘m les and 18 femelee) were' «

. randomly aeeigned to either a same-sex or. en eppeelte sex dyad w1thin their

* \

ESRI»eetegory! Hence, the design of the study eeneieeed of six dyad

eenditiene with twent?e oty eubjeete per, cell. The eix'eeﬁdieione vere

1) male, eex—type male dyads;. 2) femele, eex—eype female -dyads; 3) ‘cross-sex,
,,x—type dyads; 4) male endeggyﬁeue dyede; 3) femele androgynous dyads; and
6) cross-sex eﬁdfégyneug dyads., ’

Subjects interacted for tventy minuteeiwith the eeme pertﬁef on twol tasks:

* - « =

‘a meeeuline eenvereetien teek for ten minutee and a feminine one fer ten minutes.

ﬁi‘

AJ$




— . .- &

a fés ission for a military brigade and in the feminina ta$k subjects

discussed a meladramatic, ematicnallyaladdEQ prablem betwean Alice and her
V”"bést frien&, In gffect, the masculiﬂe task was -an igstrumental prablem

"while the feminine one was linked to expr essive rather than:strategic.
dutéﬁmes. Half Df the dyads within each of the six ccnditlc,s 'eceived-
i 4 :
Eﬁ masculine task first while tha other half disgussed the feminine Eask

This pfgcedure attempted to con ntrol far pcssiblé ‘contamination

P

L ?etween first and sgcond order taSkS- Subjects were seated at a j lon

taﬁlé ‘and had limlted flexibility in ﬁhangiﬁg spacial atfaﬂgemengsi

s&, T - .
Interactioﬁs vere vldea and audigarecmfded

-,\

After subjects cﬂmpletedzeach tasg they Eilled oit the Spleiberger

-

' Gcrsu:h and Lushene (1970) Staté=based anxlety measure, TQEIEWEREY -item,
—Self-report scalle was designed ‘to measure a persan's degféé of discomfort

at ;hé moment he or she completed an activity.

Datd” Aﬁaly is and Dpefatlcnal Deflnitians of Cuesz

The fype of cues we seléﬁted were illuszga”iyghpf the conceptual levels of

dominance-submission employed in the design’'of this study. For this paper

we concentrated on ﬂ@ﬁvetbalﬁraﬁbéf than verbal cues and we excluded any
.

cues which we felt wduld not bccur within the spacial and time ‘parameters
.Qf a 1ab§ratary gtﬁéﬁg_ : , .
- List GﬂééprESEﬂts operational defiﬁitians for eacﬁ set of ﬂgnverbél
o !VEehavigrs‘and for sub-sets within broad headings of cues. We decided to
~ undertake an inedepg§ analysis of specific gestures, adaptors and back
/ , chanﬁeis fathef than focus on thesé cues as br@ad categories. The nonverbal

-

;ﬁes examined in this study fit into the conceptual levels of dominance-

éubm;ssi@n in the following manner:

e
L
x
Sy
-
¥
pu‘ut R
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"
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nginaﬂce ' . : v

) ;:fCantral af interactionvamare speaker turns; greater average duratden of
 talk timepmore sucgessful iﬂterruptians, and greater Etequeucy of.
'“yeah" and "right" back ahanﬂels-

T

T 2. Cértainty -~ ‘longer average duratian of eye gaze while speaking, more
pniﬂting and side-hand chapping gestutes,*amd : « :

s

o S
. 3. Superinrity -~ open bady pnslticn more swaeping gestures,.mqre chin-

, S atroking self-adaptive behaviors, more backward leaning,’ and a lDWEt
LA frequency‘gnd average duration of eye gaze while listeniﬂg

i

S
=

Submi Siveness _

zere uns greESful 1nterruptians, and

1. Deference — more - tas (e

T " more palmSEup ‘gestur

Qe

. ?, = .

2. Indecisivaness and Insecuré Responses -- more quallfiefs, more touching
clothing, stroking hair and fidgeting with fingers and hands as
adaptive movements, clased bady gsition, and more apology or
disparaging remarks;. ~ - S

3. Appggval Seeking Behaviors --— more smiling, 1gughiﬁg, head nads,
use 6f "mmhmm''-back channels, greater frequency and duration of eye
contact while 115%&n1ng, and” greater fréquency Qf eye contact while

apeakding.

A Sixteen 1ndependent traingd coders viewed the first five minutes of

L o

videotaped 1nteragtiaﬁg for eath task aﬂd :Dded behavlatal acts for twelve.

,dyads. The nverall context unit of analysis fDI each tazk was 300 seconds;
éath aét;fEPTFSEﬂﬁéﬂ a minimum one secgﬂd un;t of analysis.r Each coder

- focused on only one subj@cﬁ in ‘the dyadkénd on a maximum of two nonverbal
=r;atégr:;tiés; hence aftér the training éeégians, coders scored their

as iéned nonverbal cues with generally high raliégili§135_ Table 1
summérizes average péreentages far general frequencies and for Scott's

, pi reliabilities in each gf the eight nanverbal categaties. The -
average Scott's pil reliability acﬁcss the eighg,:lusters was 84.8%,°
Coders used an event réécrder to record frequency and duration of
5peakiﬁg turn, eye gaze while speaking, eyélgaze vhile listening, .smiling,

‘and laughing; frequencies for the other EUE§€WETE recorded on code sheets
- ) ’ k¢

=

d veloped by the experimenters.




*,

2; i
! " Duration and frequency of observations were cast into 26 univariate
"2X2X2 ANDVAS to test for task, gender and psychological sex differences.

Eachdependent measure was further examiﬂed in 2 X 6 ANOVAs to test ‘for

E]

diEferences in cross-sex versus same sex dyads across tasks. Since this .

vasg an explafatary analysis with Qﬁly two dyads per cell, alpha was set
&, -

at.rlg: 10 fo all tests. If a significant ¥ was gbtained a Hul;ipla
Ciassificaticn Analy51s (MCA) was used ;D examine dlffgrénces in cell means

iﬂ téfms of a djr sted deviations from the gfaﬁd mean and the amount of

variation in. the dapéndent vatiabig,whiah was accounted . far by the additive

{ . e

effects of the indepéndent variable (Andrews, Morgan, SQﬂquist and Klem,

19735 Winet, 1971). / - | S

Ré,su;,lts, ® \

Psyahalcgical Sex. Gf the 423 subjects WhD took ﬁhe'BSﬁI only 30 of them

fell into the sex-type feiale category, 90 were sex=ﬁype males, 104 were
» androgynous, 100 were near masculine and near feminine,' wha fell between
gt ratios of the two categories, and 99 were uqdifferentia;ed in that EBE;

Sz@fad'gélaw the medians for both feminine agd'masculine attributes.

Subjects were categorized first on the‘basis of median scores for masculinity

and famininity‘ and then’further differeﬁtiated by a t %acia scoring

prﬂcedure (See Bem, 1974; Watson, 1977). !%!?i—gquare tables were enployed

to determine significaﬁg differences betwveen CatégGIiES;Gf psychological
= : E

£
¥

sex and responses @ﬁ the fcurﬁgen demographic items. Dﬁly two of the - .
demégréphic variables were significantly associated wiﬁﬁ psychological

sex. Table 2 summarizes cell frequencies and column totals f?f a8 x5

matrix with a significant interactian between psychological sex and

academic major (X2 = 51.73, df = EE%IL< 05) and Table 3 presents the

' statisties for a 2 X 5 matrix with a significant intefagti@é‘betQEEﬂ'

6, pl_.01).

i

psychological sex and supervisory experience X2 = 15.34, df




o y : | .‘ ‘ s

® ) . ‘ { - .
Though we did not partition the chi-square tables to check for
- , , o ) , ~
diff¢rences between the cells, cell frequencies suggested that andro-

, S , , |
gynous subjects majored iﬂ“ﬂ@mmuﬁicatiﬂn and in business while sex=type
: e VP!
_ males selected agriculture and engineering specialties. Furthermore,

‘fiore éndfﬂgynaus subjects and mote sex-type males had supervisory

, . | , - [ . ,
experience than did sex-type femgles; however these assu%ptians need’
{
o

“further investigation. 3

Behavioral Acts. A céﬁéé&iiﬁiéﬁ “on the frequencies of the thirty

discrete behaviaral acts was emplayed to determine if some cues, due to
small frequencies, should be eliminated from Further ag;lysis Since
faur vagiables, sweeping gestures, side=hand ﬂestﬁregg'ﬁag Quesgianégi
and apél?gy remarks, had frequency counts less than 1D we decided to
ﬂeaclude them from additional analysis. .This deletion left 3683 total
acts fap 26 variables EEEDES—tWélvE dyads.

Half of these acts (1803) stemmed from three cues: tuzn time, eye

gaze whi'le listening and eye gaze while speaking. .Table 5 summarizes the

. .
e . numbar of acts for .each cue, the average duratlan of talk time.and eye
) i A _
gaze, source of variance, sum cf squares, f ratio3 and p values for each

-é?%isble. There were only a few signi{icaﬁtgin;aractian EffEELS between

task, gender and psychological sex; hence with the- exception of two

o
| variablés, only main effects are répg:ged in the table.
: v . .
ngﬁﬂggge} Two of tha cues initially categarized as dominant beha;iaws
were eliminated from further analy51s because of small cell sizer of t?a
remaining eight cues, six demonstrated significant diffatangas on eitﬁei
task,'génder,rQt‘psychalagiczl sex and three éé%ﬁﬂsﬁiatéd Significaﬁijh
efﬁégts on two of these independent-variables. Task differences Wéfé
é : .

E%se:ved on three va§iablesi gender differ;nges on three variables andr_(
psychological sex differences Df;;hrga yariables. The control diﬁensiﬁnl

E;Béfz‘z . . ‘__ o iig



o | : = , | -16-1 < O \ : .
1. . - - & \ .

¥ ;s

Bf dominance aﬁcauntéd fﬂ%’fivgféf the ning significant differences on thé
iﬂdependeat variables. , @
Subm;ssivaness. Eigﬁificant differences were observed on 11 types of

£
subnissive behaviarséasix were gender diff%fehcesf two were'task differencgs,

and three were related to psychological sex. An apparent difference between -
. 8 ‘ .

the dominance and the Submissive cues wasia c ﬁcentfatianzgn gender-based

differenceg,_,ﬂn,snme cues. females.and- malaa waxe QEnSlEtEﬂtwiﬂ ‘behaviors - ...

regardless éE psychological sex, hlle on others Peychﬁlﬂglcal sex

A

mediated gender effects.

Specific t'indings and Discussion of Results

The Qvetail putpcSE of thls study was to dgterming if the ﬂanverbal

b patterns of dominance and submissiveness differ for disginct tasks, for

psychological sex, and for gendef; One way to pursue this gaal is to
+ examine the specific Eindiﬁgs of this research iﬁ terms of the Cétegariés

* of dominant and gubmigsive behaviors.
Ccntfél. Three of th 2 four cues in this category ylelded significant
differencas on at 1aast one independent variable. As was predicted, sex-
type male dyéds exhibited greater frequency of speaking turn than did sex-
typeyfemalg and androgynous dyads. The différénce between sex-type male
and sex-type female dyads, however, was minimal (Sex M.= .56, Sex F - .06).

; Téé greategﬁdiffefencésamong deviation means for the six cand ons %as»
between mixed sex-type dyads and androgynous female dyads. (MixSaﬁ = 5.56;
Andro. F = -3.56) fSiﬂEE males had more overall talk téfns than females, it
was assumed that sex-type males Eéntfibuﬁéd to this substantial difference

=

in frequenﬂy Df turn time in mixed-sex groups.

- Moreover, subjectstook significantly more talk turns Qn,fhé maszuline

xl
than on the feminine task. This pattern was fevegsed for dLrEEiGﬁ DE talk
time. Androgynous subjects spoke for significa&gly longer time peri@ds

Q ' . ' , s




~ ) Co=17- , Lo
Ehenwdid eexstype!euﬁjeeee and eﬁétegyheee female dyede egeke 1edgef than

: mixee or androgynous eéie dyedgi Also, eubjez?e epegf eignifieentiy_leﬁger
on the feminine than on' the nasculine teek_\_ ‘ | /fd .
Theee'differeﬁeee do not fit the traditional predietieﬂe that nales

3

speak more ftequeneij and for lenéer uttereeeee than females nor do they

C B

lend blanket eﬂppett to thepfedic£idﬂ that sex-type males will eentfel

evidence for linking eetafele eemmunleetive behaviors to dyed pe:tnere end
to task situation. Sex—type elee tend to speak mdie ffequently on
masculine topics with sex~type female~partners, while endfegyneﬁeleebjeEEe*

speak for 1engerAtime'periede on feminine.tasks.  Although ﬁvg—wiﬁ!%ﬁdf

three-way interaction effects between independent variables were mot - '
eignificeut teeﬁkmién effects contributed to the variability of the
. pa : T

dePEBdenﬁ measure. =~ . - ' ff A —~
. = : i

This tudy feend no<e1gnif1eent differences fo teek gender; ot

,f . i . - )
peyehelogieal sex en the number of eueeeesful iﬂterruptlene. Eut thete\\

were gené&r and peyehelegieel sex  gender intefee?iene in the use of -

"right“=“yeeh“ back channels, Andregyneue mele dyede empleyed more of }j -
E } l’ : L]

these eﬂeewefd back channels than any ethef dyed (Ando. ﬁ -5, 42 Mix Sex

£
1

1.54, Andro F = =1.46, Sex M= -1.58, Sex F = -2.58). Sexatype females and

]
!

L
7

. , S C A
endregyﬂeue_feme}ee were similar in their inffequeﬁe usage of these iﬁeE {
N o ' . ) ’ -
word back channels. It was diffieult to éete&iee in tﬁie analysis if back

&

e

‘Ehennel'"yeeh' reepeneee functioned as eignels for. turn exchange or if they

on the sequencing and

eerved as eppeevel gesturss., Further apnaly3#
. l \ .
- simultaneity of cues wae*eeeded to determine ™

¥

this cue eided'in‘eoetrsi

of the dinteraction.

. Certainty. . Eeth ee%teinﬁy cues ineluded in thie study preduceé Slgnlfieeﬁt
‘ ! ] =
differences eq meln effeete © For the flrst cue, eziregyneue females

\

exhibited 1eﬂgeg duration of eye contact 'while speaking that did the other

&

Q ) _ 7




[

psfticipants. This pat*e:n contributed to hhsliéht over&ll effect for,

i

’@ génder and psychological sex. Sex-—t: pe'féﬁalés'&lustaféﬁ with, androgynous

and sex=type males in 1355 duration of eye, gaze while speaking

) \g . The séééﬁd cue, of pointing gestures, revealed task but not

XB sex differences. Subjectg tended to point more when discussing the masculine
,Ihapwtha;femininé task. This finding was not altogether sarprising since

the masculine task called for, plotting strategies' and Ldeﬂﬁifying the

location of military troops, we would expect more pointing behavior on ;hisi

I

type of task.

his category backward lea aning and body position showed,

=i
(2}
L

k]

géﬂéér*liﬂkéd differences. Hawever, nelther sex nor task dimension af ected

: . B ]
~ the use of chin strokimg as a selfﬁadaptivesbébaviar. On the other two

cues, malés di%plfyednéiénifica,'iy more leanlng backward: behaV1Df and a
s . '\ -
gteatef ffequEEQy of open bndy pGEltlDﬂE than did females CSEE Table 3).

4,

Zhese effects were indepéndént of psychalcglcal\sex, dyad and task, Both

' finiings reaffirmed prev;oug fESESfﬂh that shcwed males canveying high

\ o : & .

status and superiority behaviors ‘thr ough relaxed open bady position,
thi@ugh the tendency to command more personal spacég and through a freedom

" . tb deviate’from attentive, interpersonal liking ‘cues (Merabian, 1972).. .

Submissiven S

" Deferenc e either of the two cues characterl ed as deéference behaviors
elerence : ) '

= ¥

were Siénifi;§htly different across task; gender, and psex. Perhaps

unsuccessful interruptions and palms up gestures were not representative
PELO I P8 : p

*
of deference bshavigr, or that gender and psycliological sBx categories
do not differ on deference behaviors. A

., . N\
: \

\L" !
or




VIndecisivaness aniﬂLpsecutilj,Respgﬁgj§. It was ptedicti

androgynous subjects.

‘in'explaining the subtleties of behaviar. On the v EB'

analygis, we faund tagk but not 'sex differences.

a

- qualiflers on the feminine than on the masculine task (F Task = ,92, M Task

= =,92) This finding contradicted g}avi@us research vhich moted that

women used more qualifiers to soften the impac:_df thedir message and to

]

establish less absolute tones (Eakins and Eakins, 1978). "In this study, '

éubje&ts employed prgvisiﬂﬁalgphfasgs in adapting to an emotional,

. é@ralistig task and did not use this linguistic pattern while,ganversing L
oral ¢ _ ! € :
- L XA . ,

'ﬁxﬁ\ ‘sn an instrumental task. : : '(i
. - Fi

- For the - elf—adaptlwa béhaVLors, seg-type females relied on strcking

%

hair gﬁd‘fing’“éha d fidgeting whilé, androg ynousvfemalés released their

\

aﬂxieﬁles through handllng objects and thfaugh some, fiégeﬁing Moreover,

i sex-type females_gtfﬂked hair and fidgeted nore than sex=type males did

¢

(Sex F = l.Zl,ﬁSeg M= -.17). Anéthéf!un23§ected'f%nding vas that sex=
. type male es exhlbited more EDuchlng cf clctbiﬂg ‘as self-adaptors than o
did the other dyads. This behavior was more frequent for cross-sex than -

-y

for same-sex dyads. - ’ .
re

In addition, androgynous males éﬁd females differed significantly

_—

"~ from saxatype subjects in their haﬁdliﬁg éf inanimate objects as édaptivé
behaviors (And. = 3.75ﬂ Sex T f};liéﬁ). Sex-type maiés unlike ;he other .

‘dfad conditions, scored high on touching clothing as an adaptive gesture., .
in éffect;,the type of self—édap;ivg béhg#ior a ﬁzrsangused was linked to

gender and to psychological sex difféEEﬂEéS but not necessarlly to a Ragtefﬁ

bl
.
of submissivenessr
Appraval—Seeking Bengvio A1l but one of the seven behaviors subsumed in
' [
3 w
5- N ‘ i \ . ’; !;gi ; a




| this category yielded Signifiaaﬂ; difféféﬂces on at leégg one independent

variable. The one exception was eyé duration while listening. But

- : frequelcy Df eye. gaze while spesking discriminated on the gender variable and”
f: uen;ysaf eye gaza while 1istaniﬁg 5huwed differenceg ‘between Subgrgups

— on the psychalagigal sex vsriabla Males in generai but particularly

andragyﬂaus males used a graaﬁer frequency of eye antacz while speahing

'(And. M = 9.14, SE}:M - 1.39, And. F = -4.99, Sex F = -3. 24). Eye gaze

while 1ist§ning discriminated bétwgen sex—type aniﬁandrcgynﬂus categgrias

but not bétwaen dyadsif . o K - . ¥

P

Anﬂragyﬂgus men and women émplayed a gféater fpequencfggf eye gaze )

' . : -é ‘ﬂ!\“
iwhilé'lis' ning than did aax=type subge:ts ( And = 1;525'52& T= =1.83);
Again,,these findings cgntradictad Eha results of ather resegrcﬁ (ExLine,
yA; . 19653 Argyle, 1970 in that famales did not use a greatef frequency of éye

-

gase Ehat males iid. There vera significaﬂt gender differences on the-use

P Ty

of “mmhmm" bagk channels. As predicted, fémales digﬁlayedga greatel
) ) * - : =~
Erequency of’ ghi' back channel cue and within gender ﬂifferences, agc*agyﬂcus
ks \ | . .
re_ back chaﬂﬂel wards than did sax—type fsmaLEE (5nd F

N =

=

N ?zggs;'ség F.=-.19) TFor head nods; we f@und diffarences on the task variable.

LR Sﬂbjéctsgréliad Gﬁ ffirmative head nods more frequently when dis:ussing

".;\E var . H
thexis%inine as Dppased to the ﬂasculine task (F Task = &?7 M Task = =.88).
. g
¢ g . The millng and Ja ghing cues pfaducéé more significant interaction

}' éffegts than any other Tlonverbal behavior. Ecth cues yielded significant

e

e

éiffereaces on the ésyghalagi;al sex main effect. Eﬁéﬁﬁgynous subj ects

%

smiléd and lgughed l ess frequently than did sax—type parﬁicipants (And .

nile = -.98, Sex T smile = .98, And. laugh s -.67, Sex T laugh 6?)ﬂ

< . However, maiﬁ affecﬁ conclusions on iaughiﬁg behavior were mitigatéd by a

A
signifigaﬁﬁ 3=way interagtimn effect Between task, gender and p sex ¢(.aL5).

i
In essence, 1augh frequency depended on the tasky the pSthologicsL sex

%




- . » V v T \ <

, - I ’ N

of the subjectvand the dyad égmpgsitinng Gender-based EEha%igr seened
more ap?aféﬁtaiﬂ,§EDSSﬁSE£>dyadg for both psychglégi;al.sex t?peg_,Jd

L

:Egnglusicﬁs Co. . ' : .

Two ganerai ﬂ@ﬂilﬂsiﬂns were drawn from the resglts of this study:
' T
1) male and female subjects did ngt cDﬁfarm unilatarally to stereétypic

genderabased béhaViQfS on thé dDmlﬁauce dimension or the Submissiva one.
Although SExstype males taok more talk turns ind exhibited relaxed ~open

body p@siﬁ;gna they vere not cansisten; across all cues of doninance.

=

but did “not fit the Eemiﬁine predlctlnﬁs on appra, 1=se§kiﬁg bahaviafs;'

Secggﬂly, psychalﬂgical ‘sex and task. diﬁferencés signiilcaﬁtiy
. o - -

Efféﬂtéd fha pattérﬂs ﬂf ﬂnnverbal behavior. on thirteen ox exactly half

of the dEpEndenE measures (Pse sex on 7 vgtigblgs- Task on 6 variablés)

These flndlngs jndfcate that psychological seg‘type 1nteracts *ith
- gituati@nal g?ngingenc1es to lnfluanze cgmmuni:ative behavigrs-'Ag BN

However, we should take cautlpﬂ iﬂ genetaliglng frgm these flndlugs
: {

N ; bécause of the snall sample size of the dyads and because of the need to

% use’ 5tatsiti§5,ﬁith repeaﬁed measures to control for the Effeg of
in&ividual invariance across cells In addition, Qluste:lng tEEhﬂngES
Eﬁﬁuld be used to determinme if cue clusters resemble.the conceptual model.

The results of this study suépést the contention that communicative
R behaviors are too cdmplex for meat predictions of differences between males
" 4 : )
and females. This investigation underscores the importance of examining

-~ male-female communication with a contingency mnodel.

a » fv; //(A‘A ) : » K A 7 =
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" DURATION - ;hg;exﬁéﬁtsbf time that the act occurs; bcwrlang'tfisf o
- person performs-this acty S v ~
. . T C . ‘ o R
OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF BEHAVIORAL ACTS
.1a 3TEEN=TiHE.=— the frequency and duration of time a %ersan spéndé in a talk
‘turn.. The act begins when a person obtains the talk turn and ends when =
1+ a person-relinquishes.this turn. _Interruptions and talk overs are NOT ,
included in this category. ' Only the ralk time when on person clearly -~ =
has the flooz. = : ook - . '
2, EYE PAZE WHILE SPEAKING -- the frequency and time spent looking into the
eye/hi¢ad area of the other person while the subject is speaking, This act

begins when the subject who has tbe tsalk turn moves: from.a "non-look'.
position to a "look" position and terminates when 1) the subject looks

away from the eye/head area of his/her partner or ‘2) when the subject stops
talking and starts listening. ' - : C N

. . . , o S .

3. EYE GAZE WHILE LISTENING -- the frequency and time spent looking~into the

.+ . eye/head area of the other person while the subject is listening. This act’

. ' begins when the - subject who is listening.to the partner talk moves his/her

eyes from a '"non-look!l to a "look" position and terminates when.1l) the

subject looks away from the eye/head area of the partner or 2) -when the -

_gubject stops listening and begins talking. - e :
' . S ' , ' . eLIE -

4. SMILING FREQUENCY =-- the number of times the subject changes mouth movement
to an obvious smile, Coders should record only obvious upturned mouth -~
positions and exclude hard-té-distinguish grins. Both smiling while talking

: and smiling while listening should be included in the analysis, but do NOT
including laughing as a smile category. The laugh facial response is coded
in another category. This act begins when a subject turns the corners of the
mouth upward and ends with the person changing from a smile to another mouth
position. SRR ' : ’ ‘ ,

5. HEAD NOD -- the frequency that a subject moves his/her head in a clearly
perceptible forward-backward motion while the other person is speaking.
This movement would suggest a head nod of affirmation, not a random
movement. This act begins when the subject initiates an up and down head
movement and ends when this motion stops. .Thus, a continuing sequence of
geveral nods is counted as:one entry. Heas movements to the side or a
turned down head should NOT be coded in this category. -

6. LAUGHING =- a vocal chuckle while a person is speaking or listening. This
act begins and ends when 'a person either interrupts his own talk to chuckle
or laugh or when a person laughs at the comments of the other individual.
This laugh should be a discernable chuckle or giggle,




7. -

‘ -2 - .

: ; A L
INTERRUPTION -~ the number of times a person interrupts the other person

who is speaking. This act begins and ends when g person who does not have

the floor starts a contribution while the other person .is still talking or - -

whenever the tyo people talk simultaneously. B&gk channel phrases auch as
"yeah," "unhum, and "I -agree' .are NOT coded as interruptiansi A% 1nterruption

" must reflect a a person's attempt ta gain the taik turn. This Eategary should -

:“

be coded in one of two. areas:

~A.' Successful Tnterruptian -= an interruption which reguits in a switch in’

speaker turn; - The person who interrupts obtains the floor. . _
B. Unsuccessful Interruption -- an interruption which results in. the e

10,

* BODY LEANING - D

- BODY POSITION » .

spgakéﬁgiatainlngﬁthe _talk-turn,—In-effect; the speaker talks over
the’ interruptian and continues his/hér talk turn, .

BACK CHANNELS--- the number of one word comments while a person is- talking;

B

Back channels are words like "Yes," "Yeah," "Right," "unhumm," "I agree"

“emitted while the other person is talking. This act begins and ends when
" the short phrase is emitted, Phrases longer than one or two words are NOT '

coded inthis category.

%

A. Forward Lean -- number of time the subject leans forward abauﬁ 10 degrees

so that the shoulders form a vertical line of this angle with the
hips. Subject must hold this position for at least 30 seconds.

B, Backwérd Lean -- numﬁer of time thé'subjéztbleans backward about 10»7 ——
degrees in a slight rezlining angla Subject must hold this position :
for 30 seconds. s . o o

C. Rocking Movement! -- number of times the subject changes'his/her angié
forward. and baékward in short cyclical movements., One complete -
cycle of forward-backward-forward constitutes an act in this category.’
If subject continues a forward-backward-forward movement, you should
record a mark for the number of cycles that the subject exhibits.

‘A, Body Openness -- the extent Ehat Ehé torso and legs of théabady are

ppread out or open. Torso is either leaning back with arms at side
(spread out) or the legs of body are spread apart (not crossed at
knees). Open leg positions are 1) one leg resting on one knee, 2)
legs apart, 3) legs outstretched and crossed at ankles, The body is
regarded as open if either the torso or the leg region seem spread
out =- not necessafily both, T1f effect, the body must seem loose
and open, . ' ' ' P '

B. Body Closedness -=- the extent to which limbs of. the body are close to
the torso: Arms crossed in front of chest or locked tightly to body
and . legs crossed at knees or tucked under chair are examples of closed
body positions. The closed body. seems tight and ‘restrained,

3

An
o
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- Por this’ catggafy, we are asking you to make a judgement at the end of ‘the
~gcene as to whether this person was . in-an open or: ‘closed position for the
majar portion of the intefaction. "We: have aske§ you to put an X in Ehe raw L
+~which caftespanda to a description of your ju&gment_ ‘ o
T 11, SELF-ADAPTQRS - thg £IEquEney and duratinn of mﬂvementg in whi:h the haﬂds
are used to touch or’ manipulste clgthing, hair,; foreign-objects,- accessories,
~or other parts of the body, This act begins when a subject touches self

-—=*-a2=nbjeti,. one—of the six categories and ends when he/she no longer = |
continues this tauching. Thus, when a subject moves from touching his
hair to Etfaking his chin, this mﬂvement ié coded first as hair stroke
then as a chin stroke. . : » - :

If a self-adaptivé movement does not fit into. any, af the touching areas
: specifled in categories 1 - 5, it should be’ :aded in the Other slot, All:
touching self or _touching gb;ezt mavements far eaﬁh subject should be coded.
= ¢
A. - Stroking chin = hand movements to ahin. Up and dnwn movement of
hand on chin or lower side of face cgﬁstitgtés a chin stroking. Any
slight mavement af ‘hand on ghin ur side Qf fazé falls into this eategoryi'7

iﬁgy- Stfaking, touching or’ twisting haif Q—.gﬂy movement of hand to hair
or upper head, ' Scratching scalp caunts as ‘a hair touch as well as

‘ prEﬁing the hait.

‘ C. uuching clothing -- pulling on jacket rubbing hands against clothing, .
pulling on shirt or sweater sleeves falls into this category. Any
touching, smoothing, twisting or rubbing which intalces hand contagt
with clgthing shuuld be caded in this category- :

D. Handling inanimate objects == hand movements WhlEh involve inanimatef
objects such as twisting a pen; picking up a piece of paper, picking
up purse, twisting rings on one’ 's fingers, playing with eyeglasses
or jewelry, tapping on the table ete.

il

E.  Finger and hand touches == any movement where one hand is touching
.the fingers or the back, palm, or side of the other hand, For example,-
tapping fingers together, popping knuckles, rotating one hand inside
"the other, tapping fingers on the back of the ather hand etc.

.

F. Other -- Any touching of self ur gbject mQVEmentS which do not fit
g inta the above categgries should -be ccded in this category,
i, GESTURES -- aﬁy arm or hand movements which do not invalve touching self
or heandling objects, Gestures are usually considered-illustrators of ideas
or feelings and will be used while the subject is talking. Adaptors
can be used while the subject is listening as well as speaking. Code -the
frequency that a subject uses gestures by placing a mark ingbne of the
following five categories: (Code all gesture movements in one of the
* five categories. If a movement does not fit into the first four categoriea, .

put into the categary designated as OTHER )
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- Ag Eninting -~ a hand mnvement eharac;erizad by extending the index
fiﬂget while keeping the Gtth fingers curled inside the palm. The
index finger can be cu:led Gf Etraight but it must ‘be: extended .

= ¢

V‘Gidea. A swee ing gesture must result from 1ifting the arm up and P
) gweeping b ;s _space.’ 75tQIES_HhiEh:EBmE_fInm_thE‘ElbDW—EEE——‘:f——uér%;;;

NGT sweeping gestures. ;_ o ;;f

ng” SweePing Gesture -= & braad movement o f' the arm- while illustrating an

Gg; ‘Palms up Gesﬁures aaxaﬂy movement gf the hand in a palm up pasitian.l'
should be coded into this category. . In this gesture, the palm is
visible to the camera whila the back of tha hand faces dowgward or

" toward: the subject. S » I R A

£
=

D. Side—Hand Gegturés == a hand mavement with the baek of Ehe hand faciﬁg
. - the camera and the palm facing the subject, This gesture is made 2
" with the hand ‘turned on its side rather tham on its back. Side hand

- gestures ‘are frequently llnkgd with. a chgpplng or up and dgwn mgvement

~-of the hand.
i E, Other -- any énvgment of the. hands are. arms which do n@t fit into .
the above ﬂategnrles should be CDﬂEd Other. _
13, VERBAL CUES ST d
L Al Tag Questions -- the number of times a subject uses a déelaratite

: statément with a questign tacked on at the end,

Eiamples; ,'Thevmén are near the dwelling, aren't they?"
‘ "Susan is Alice's cousin, isn't she?"
" "This is'quite~a*ptablem, ign't 47"

B. Apalagy or Disparaging . Remarks == makirg indirect apglagieg to
'the partner or indirect comments which point to the subject's feelings !
| of inadequacy., Examples: "I don't know much about military strategy,' .
. "I wish I were better at these type.of tasks," "Sor rry, I don't have '
much to say, but I don't feel qualified to comment > "I'm glad we
dida't have to qark in groups. I feel uncomfertable in groups. "I

really ger nervous in these e;periments

c. Qualifiers -- any use of words or phrases which reduce the intensity
or force-of the subject's ideas or opinions. Words such as sometimes,
usually,in most cases, perhaﬁs, possibly, 1 thlﬂk I suppose, :
tends te, it seems'ta me, let's see, 1 guess.




e ¢ o .5 " TABLE 1
.o~ Relisbilities for Coders . .

" Number .. ... .. Average Per:entag Average =
of Coders . . _of Coder Pairs |  ‘Scott's PL’

e

Interfuptigﬁ and: . . oo e e o
Ba Ghannel S 6 89.3% . o o B649%

Bady Leaning ‘and o S R -
Bﬂdy Easitinn o - & 96.5% . - 94.7%
"Eye Gaze while Speaklng | o |

and Listening . 87.6% 74.7%

wn

Head Heds Eﬁ%li _:?1l ; o 75_32-i.£

BN X

Sﬁiling.aﬁd Laughing R ' 89.7%.. : o 82.22

‘Verbal Cues = * 20 88.1% . 82.1%
Gestures and Adaptors . 2 . 90.6% . . 87%

i Average ) _ Average ,
Pgrcentage 89.67% Scatt s Pi 84 SZ_
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Table 2

E ¥

Chi Squere Anelyeie ef Andfegymy and Aeedemie Mejer |

 Acadetic Mejor <

_Pemale

@ Eéggrie._g of Paychological Sex

. 7_7Aﬂdﬁﬁgyﬂﬁg§;.
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1

N
(0.0)

2

- (8)

9

oy
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oy

(2.4)

10

o4

B
(B.5)

0

e

L)

(L) |
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(22;1) L

O

B
(1.2)

- (20,6)

.7.

" (30.4)

o

55

no

87

6

Total 'R 90 103 ) 7 §§ 418

sy

- df = 28

p¢ 015
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“No:

| Supgrvisary |
rien:e s

i;g“l¥‘_fg%':.'i'.

&

Sex-Type
“Female .

14

BRI

,Sex-Type

- Malej

n
w3y

Androgynots

i
(2.0).

8 B

(1)

3
' i

Categories of Psychaiagf?g% Sex

Hiddle j -
| ScarEs
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

= 15, 34
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Table &4 - -

- §hisSquéra Analysis of Body Position and Gender = °

e — e it — et = e —— — car— - i

" .Gender S
2 i '

~ Body Position g ot 'Males . _ Females - N

‘open - 23

R
L]
" — .
~
B
. L]
"
T et
~
[ %3
L
»
s ]




sl R A
THREE-WAY ANOVA . -
\ | vétbai/NanVérbal Cue ByiTask,‘GeﬁdEf;”P5ychalbgi¢al.533.' o

Sﬁm.gf*f#
Squares. e

Source of*

Number o
Varfation =~ df

of Acts -

© Category and
CueTpe

Control Lo ,‘t' Matn Effects :EV . s

o .
R
,003%

S L2
9,67 . -

0.5
25,50

task .1

| . . Gender 1

- Turn Tipg'u;,—--

N

Y
Duration of

~ Turn Time

Sugeéasful |
Interruptions

%

Back Channel

gertatnty’

o P Sex 1}

6

220

‘ *l"yeah]ll "Iight" :

1. Durationof Bye Mm2,22

Gaze While
Speaking

2. GESEUT&S*PDiﬂtiﬂgf‘ B

Gr
|

2,

O

Sugéfiafitg

Maptore-Chin

Stroking

Eéckwgfd Leaning

no

8

 Task
‘Gender
P Sex.

Task
Gender
P Sex

‘Task
Gender
P Sex

Task
Gender
P Sex

© Tagk o

) ‘Gender
- P Sex

Task
Gender
P Sex

. Task:
 Gender

-~ P Dex

. Pl il [l

e

. [ R PR

0
BRI
Y
301,85

5

2,52

52

- 36.73

148

5.83
3.20

16

N[

e

o
CoLs
5‘;:52‘=

408

18.75

IR

[

608 -
70,08

J8
s

b

V- ‘68 ' ;:
96
B

X
LS

s
06

2,78

3,00
33

Y

33

o

5

T R
00k

.108%

00

222

+263

L0810
04k

091%

1367

T

4T3
JTHh

7

010%

722

~ Obtained N
: Eg?glﬂg;'
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%

'i;u:.!‘. :
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| 1, Unsuccesful . 39 Task 1 Cosal W L :,_499.3
Interruptions ¢ Gender ™1 19 L7 688
e B S L AT S VAN . I

2 Gestwre- 62 . fwk 1 . 5w
© o Palmslp oo Gender 01 L3 25 e 6
o s U s

" Indectsivensss and Insecurity Responses

R T (I T T TR
L, Qualiffers -~ 260 - Task-T 0 (1 40,3 IR Y | AR |4 L%

o Geder 1 8 06 806
T ST T (YT 15 | R .

SR E.Adaptars;‘gnughiﬁgg 43 CTask SR N 09 - 766 -
. Clothing - Gender - "1 o 602. - L8 - 098 SR
T L Sex 1 2.52 - 1.20 AN

3 Maptors-Touchdng 60 mask 1m0 m
~ and Stroking Halr . - . Gender o0 A0 0i
R L L T T

o l;, Aﬂaptarg;fguehiné_, 50 Taskf 1 2,08 . 52 R !475 L
© Hingers and Handg - Gender . 1 . 1408 W52 068
B B R 886 4

Agﬁtqvﬁalé:EQEki'ng Behaviors = o~ |

W
o
1 048* .

L sailig W7 fask -1, w2
= T Gender 1 WS
| SRR X S R

ST

iy 1 e .
_ interactlon - .

B ' Gender o ] . 241

_:P Sex I T '_21,;33 ' | ‘- 50

.
=]
-

A=
[=">1

2§wéy‘
interactions - - o e
IR © faskbyPSex 1 1875 o A4 o JOAR
‘o ; L Génder by P Sex k. . 30.08, ‘7"21 D0k




Category and (

Dbtgined

Number - Souree ofick Sum ofit |
_Cue Type of Acts Variation df - _Square PRatlo  pvalue
Cy, ooy Interactions 1 2,00 64T 0L
: Tagk, Gender, Pgex '

3% Preqencylye 5% task | 8 07 893
Gaze While : Gender 1 80.58 1,82 , 186
Listening P Sex 1 121.-3} 2,74 .106%

Ih Duration Eyg | Hea 2.96 Tasgk _ 1 , .36 013 : 5725
- Gaze While Gender 1 1,76 62 435
Listening P Sex 1 2,18 T 385
5, Prequency Bye 566 Task 1 26,27 A 562
' Gaze While - Gender 1 456,30 5.3 026k
~ Speaking P Sex 1 30,00 35 \ 1556
6, Back Channels- = 93 Tagk -1 .52 15 ,706
© . "yrmhum” Gender 1 832, 10,69 002
| P Sex ! 5 A5 Tt 06
7, Head Nods 182 sk 1 3,75 29 b o
. - Gender © | ;16,33 1,32 N L)
P Sex | 6,75 W35 N
- Other Cues /M
1, Adsptors-Handlihg 162 Task 1 33 04 843
~ Indnimate Objects Gender 1 14,08 1,69 202
2, Gestures=Others 56 Task 1 2,08 o3k A4
Gender 1 1,33 .35 0337
3, Maptore-Others 47 Task 15 09 JJ60
Gender 1 1,68 Jl 383
“Toex . 1 1.52 1,37 249

*Acceptance of p value vas set a p <,108
" #k0nly main effects were reported for every dePendenc variable, Interacticm effects were included if they

i obtained p values belov 15,

L]

3

' EKC “leans squared for each main effect yere identical with sum of squares, hem:e these values vere excluded

- from the table,



